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On behalf of the National Education Goals Panel, I am pleased to present Promising Practices: Progress 
Toward the Goals 1999 as a companion volume to the 1999 National Education Goals Report. The Goals 
Panel has selected one indicator for each of the eight national education goals and asked the questions, 
Which States have made the most progress in this area? Which States perform at the highest level? Which 
States show the most progress across all the goals and indicators? And why? 

Throughout 1999, the NEGP Monthly conducted interviews with policymakers in the States that have 
made top improvement and performance on Goals Panel indicators. Promising Practices tells their story. 
State officials, from Governors’ offices, legislatures, and State departments of education to those directing 
especially effective programs, told the story behind the data — and what they consider to be the reasons for 
their success. Although officials were sometimes uncertain themselves what accounted for their State’s sue- 
cess, the information they shared reflects the thinking of States that have made progress systemwide — 
either on a specific topic or in education reform in general. This information is intended to help other 
States contending with similar issues. 

The Goals Panel believes that there are more stories to be told. While the pace of overall progress has 
been slow, more attention needs to be paid to what we can learn from the “natural experiment” of state edu- 
cational reform. As these data show, some States are achieving remarkable statewide improvements. The 
patterns shown here for Connecticut have lessons for us all. State policymakers can use this Promising Prac- 
tices to identify successful States and borrow ideas from the States making the most progress. 

Reports of the Goals Panel show how your State performed and what States to benchmark it to. This 
publication indicates the policy story behind the successes of the best performing States. We hope this book 
will help States learn from each other. 

Sincerely, 




Paul E. Patton, Chair (1999) 
National Education Goals Panel 
and Governor of Kentucky 
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TITLE II— NATIONAL EDUCATION RE- 
FORM LEADERSHIP, STANDARDS, 
AND ASSESSMENTS 

PART A— NATIONAL EDUCATION GOALS PANEL 

SEC. 803. [80 U.S.C. 8883] DUTIES. 

(a) In General. — The Goals Panel shall — 

Cl) report to the President, the Secretary, and the Con- 
gress regarding the progress the Nation and the States are 
making toward achieving the National Education Goals estab- 
lished under title I of this Act, including issuing an annual 
report; 

(2) review voluntary national content standards and vol- 
untary national student performance standards; 

(3) report on promising or effective actions being taken 
at the national, State, and local levels, and in the public and 
private sectors, to achieve the National Education Goals; and 

(4) help build a nationwide, bipartisan consensus for the 
reforms necessary to achieve the National Education Goals. 



Emily Wurtz wrote Promising Practices: Progress Toward the Goals on the basis of 
articles written in 1999 by Barbara Pape in the NEGP Monthly , and on the basis 
of “Exploring High and Improving Reading Achievement in Connecticut” pre- 
pared for the Goals Panel by Joan Boykoff Baron. All data pages are from the 1999 
Goals Report prepared by Cynthia Prince and Westat staff members Jennifer 
Hamilton, Babette Gutmann, and Mike Walker. Christopher Harrington and Burt 
Glassman contributed to the development of this document. 
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Promising Practices: Progress Toward the Goals was 
created to tell the stories of the States performing 
well or making significant improvements toward 
achieving the National Education Goals. It is root- 
ed in data from the annual report of the National 
Education Goals Panel (NEGP). Those data are 
used to identify success and uncover the stories 
behind it. For example, the 1999 Goals Report shows 
that eight States significantly improved fourth 
grade reading achievement on the National Assess- 
ment of Educational Progress (NAEP), a Goal 3 
indicator. Promising Practices tells the story of the 
nature and timing of state reading initiatives and 
related professional development in Connecticut, 
Colorado, and Maryland. 

Usoong) Sliaiftewodle Progress 
To Look tfor Wlhott Woirks 

Every State can learn from those making the most 
progress. It is said there is no problem in American 
education that is not already solved in some Amer- 
ican school. The pressing need is to discover these 
success stories, and learn from them. The data of 
the National Education Goals Panel can help. 

Claims based on these data are not self-declared 
victories. The Goals Panel, a bipartisan group of 
Governors, State legislators, Members of the U.S. 
Congress, and White House representatives, upon 
the advice of education experts, selected the best 
available data as indicators of progress toward the 
goals. They did not know what those indicators 
would show from year to year. They did agree that 
this information is an essential tool in their work to 
improve education. 

Those data show that while overall national 
progress may be slow, state performance varies, and 
some States are doing well. Four states have 
increased their high school completion rates, and, 



as of 1997, seventeen States have achieved the 90 
percent high school completion target. Fifty States 
have increased the proportion of Advanced Place- 
ment exams receiving a grade high enough to qual- 
ify for college credit, an indicator to measure 
Goal 3. There is much to be learned from the places 
doing well, if we know where to look and what 
questions to ask. As a nation, we need to learn how 
to use these data effectively. Promising Practices: 
Progress Toward the Goals is one attempt to do so. 

W[ hetre Dodl These "Piromosoinig 
Piractncos" (Some Fmm? 

For each national education goal, one NEGP indi- f 
cator was chosen. For Goal 1, ready to learn, it was 
the percentage of mothers receiving early prenatal 
care. For Goal 2, school completion, it was high 
school completion rates. For Goal 3, student 
achievement, it was reading achievement and 
improvement on NAEP. For Goal 4, teacher educa- 
tion, it was teachers' participation in professional 
development. For Goal 5, mathematics and science 
achievement, it was mathematics achievement on 
NAEP and the Third International Mathematics 
and Science Study (TIMSS). For Goal 6, adult liter- 
acy, it was performance on an assessment of adult 
literacy. For Goal 7, safe schools, it was the victim- 
ization of teachers and students and changes in the 
percentage of students involved in physical fights at 
school. For Goal 8, parental participation, it was 
teachers' and principals' reports of parent partici- 
pation. 

States that performed well or improved significant- 
ly on these indicators were asked how they did it. 
State officials were interviewed and asked to what 
they attributed a State's good performance. Offi- 
cials were sometimes frank to say they were not 
sure. In some areas, they believe the culture or 



demographics of their communities was impor- 
tant. Nonetheless, they described the policies and 
programs that, in their judgment, may account for 
progress. 

Education improvement often occurs in multiple 
areas at the same time, so the Panel also identified 
one State, Connecticut, that achieved at high levels 
and made significant progress, generally, on multi- 
ple indicators. In 1999, Connecticut made statisti- 
cally significant progress on 13 measures and 
ranked among the top performing States on 20. A 
special case study was commissioned on reading 
achievement in Connecticut to explore how it 
achieved success on several fronts and improved its 
top performance in reading. Interviews showed 
that Connecticut had developed a strong state 
assessment system, provided computerized test 
score feedback to schools, encouraged local 
accountability systems, shifted resources to poor 
schools, and provided teachers strong professional 
development, top salaries, and mentoring for those 
new to the profession. 



Promising Practices is not comprehensive. Goals 
Panel data show other States doing equally well; 
other policies may be as effective as those cited 
here; and factors not mentioned may one day prove 
to be the underlying causes of improvement. Too 
little of the data needed to judge progress is avail- 
able. While there are some data from national stud- 
ies, the availability of data that are comparable 
among the States is woefully inadequate. 

Nonetheless, the States described in this book have 
experienced success, and their practices reflect what 
State officials believe brought about the success. 
The practices are not isolated programs of excel- 
lence, but are essential to States performing at high 
levels or improving on tough measures of progress 
toward the Nations education goals. Promising 
Practices: Progress Toward the Goals offers readers 
food for thought, as they create a menu of school 
reform in their State or school district. 
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By the year 2000, all children in America will start school 
ready to learn. 



' ©tojecftDv©®: 

□ All children will have access to high-quality and developmental ly appropriate preschool programs that 
help prepare children for school. 

□ Every parent in the United States will be a child's first teacher and devote time each day to helping such 
parent's preschool child learn; and parents will have access to the training and support parents need. 

□ Children will receive the nutrition, physical activity experiences, and health care needed to arrive at 
school with healthy minds and bodies, and to maintain the mental alertness necessary to be prepared 
to learn; and the number of low-birthweight babies will be significantly reduced through enhanced pre- 
natal health systems. 



□ Early Prenatal Care: Which States increased the percentages of mothers who began 
receiving prenatal care during their first trimester of pregnancy? (Data are from 1990 
and 1997.) 



Nothing could be more important than the 
being of the very young. Unless society meets 
needs of children that enable them 
to learn, schools will not succeed in 
their efforts to teach. The National 
Education Goals Panel seeks a 
direct measure of children’s school 
readiness, broadly defined as their 
physical health, social and emo- 
tional development, language use, 
and general knowledge. Currently, 
such data are not available. Mean- 
while, the Panel reports progress 
toward the three Goal 1 objectives, 
which are improved access to 
quality preschool, family support 
of preschoolers’ learning, and 
improved health. One health objec- 
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tive states, “that the number of low-birthweight 
babies will be significantly reduced through 
enhanced prenatal health systems.” 
For this reason, a mother’s prenatal 
health care was selected as an indi- 
cator. States vary widely on this 
indicator — between a low of 57 
percent and a high of 90 percent. 
New Hampshire at 90 percent and 
Rhode Island at 89 percent are 
among the States with the best per- 
formance. Georgia and New Mexi- 
co have improved their performance 
the most (13 percentage points 
each), rising from 73 percent to 86 
percent in Georgia, and from 57 
percent to 70 percent in New 
Mexico. 
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Early Prenatal Care 

Have states 1 increased the percentages of mothers who began receiving prenatal care during their first trimester of 
pregnancy? 

^ Better 50 states and the U.S. 

o-> No Change 2 states 

$ Worse 2 states 
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Between 1990 and 1997, the U.S. and 50 states (out of 54) significantly increased the percentages of mothers who 
began receiving prenatal care during their first trimester of pregnancy: 



1 . 


Alabama 


14. 


Indiana 


2. 


Arizona 


15. 


Iowa 


3. 


Arkansas 


16. 


Kansas 


4. 


California 


17. 


Kentucky 


5. 


Colorado 


18. 


Louisiana 


6. 


Connecticut 


19. 


Maine 


7. 


Delaware 


20. 


Maryland 


8. 


District of Columbia 


21. 


Massachusetts 


9. 


Florida 


22. 


Michigan 


10 . 


Georgia 


23. 


Minnesota 


11. 


Hawaii 


24. 


Mississippi 


12. 


Idaho 


25. 


Missouri 


13. 


Illinois 


26. 


Montana 



27. 


Nebraska 


40. 


South Dakota 


28. 


Nevada 


41. 


Tennessee 


29. 


New Hampshire 


42. 


Texas 


30. 


New Mexico 


43. 


Vermont 


31. 


New York 


44. 


Virginia 


32. 


North Carolina 


45. 


Washington 


33. 


North Dakota 


46. 


West Virginia 


34. 


Ohio 


47. 


Wisconsin 


35. 


Oklahoma 


48. 


Wyoming 


36. 


Oregon 


49. 


Puerto Rico 


37. 


Pennsylvania 


50. 


Virgin Islands 


38. 


Rhode Island 






39. 


South Carolina 
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States that made the greatest gains in the percentages of 
mothers who began receiving prenatal care during their first 


trimester of pregnancy: 


(1990) 


(1997) 


Change* 


Georgia 


73% 


86% 


+13 


New Mexico 


57% 


70% 


+13 


South Carolina 


69% 


80% 


+12 


Florida 


72% 


84% 


+11 


District of Columbia 


56% 


67% 


+10 


Hawaii 


73% 


83% 


+10 


Texas 


68% 


79% 


+10 


Virgin Islands 


47% 


57% 


+10 


* Differences between the first two columns may differ slightly from the 


figures reported in the “change” 


column due to rounding. 







States with the highest percentages of 


mothers who began receiving prenatal care 


during their first trimester of pregnancy: 




(1997) 


New Hampshire 


90% 


Connecticut 


89% 


Maine 


89% 


Maryland 


89% 


Massachusetts 


89% 


Rhode Island 


89% 


U.S. 


83% 


* Top 6 states (out of 54). 





1 The term “state" is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the outlying areas. 

o 

See Appendix B of the 199p Goals Report fojdeJjin/t/ons, sources f and technical notes. 
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Nationally, the percentage of women receiving prenatal care during their first trimester of pregnancy rose 
from 76 percent in 1990 to 83 percent in 1997. Fifty out of 54 States and territories show a significant 
increase in the percentage of mothers receiving early prenatal care. Several top-performing or most- 
improved States report that increasing Medicaid eligibility, coupled with a statewide focus on outreach to 
low-income pregnant women, contributed to the rise in the number of women receiving early prenatal 
care. 



IHIamipslhoir® 

New Hampshire is the State with the highest per- 
centage (90 percent) of pregnant women receiving 
early prenatal care. Kathy Sgambati, deputy com- 
missioner of the New Hampshire Department of 
Health and Human Services, says this is because the 
State expanded eligibility for health services to preg- 
nant women “every time we had the opportunity.” 
In 1994, New Hampshire increased Medicaid eligi- 
bility for pregnant women from 75 percent of the 
federal poverty level to 185 percent, and increased 
reimbursement for total obstetrical prenatal and 
delivery care from $214 in 1987 to $1,200 in 1993. 

Sgambati also attributes the State’s success to a 1990 
strategic plan designed to increase first trimester 
enrollment in prenatal care in publicly funded pro- 
grams. New Hampshire established three new pre- 
natal clinics during 1992 and 1993, funded by the 
State Department of Health and Human Services, 
and located them in areas where such services did 
not previously exist. 

A new law, Tide XXI of New Hampshire’s Chil- 
drens Health Insurance Plan (NH Healthy Kids), 
provides maternity benefits for pregnant teens, and 
went into effect in 1999. Gov. Jeanne Shaheen also 
recently announced the formation of a Kids Cabi- 
net to bring together high-level officials to “work 
more efficiently, cut duplication, and remove barri- 
ers between state agencies that provide services for 
children and families.” 
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Rhode DsDshtdcQ 

Statewide efforts to improve access to health care for 
disadvantaged women and families helped Rhode 
Island raise the percentage of mothers receiving 
prenatal care during their first trimester of pregnan- 
cy to 89 percent in 1997, up from 87 percent in 1990. 

In 1994, eligible families were given access to health 
care through a managed health care system called 
the Rite Care Health Plan. The program provides 
families on Temporary Assistance to Needy Families 
and Medical Assistance, or pregnant women and 
children who have no health insurance, with a 
choice of one of four health maintenance organiza- 
tions. Rhode Island recently expanded eligibility up 
to 250 percent of the federal poverty level for unin- 
sured pregnant women and children up to age 18. 
The State also offers several buy-in provisions, one a 
partial buy-in for pregnant women up to 350 per- 
cent of the federal poverty level. In addition to med- 
ical care, Rite Care also includes childbirth 
education programs and parenting classes, as well as 
taxi and van rides when medically necessary or 
when a bus is inaccessible. 

(Seoirgjos) 

In 1990, 73 percent of mothers in Georgia received 
early prenatal care, a figure that jumped to 86 per- 
cent by 1997. Diane Norris, the states perinatal 
coordinator, reports that the 1994 increase in Med- 
icaid eligibility to 185 percent of poverty level 
helped significantly increase the number of women 
receiving early prenatal care. She also points to 
efforts by the state Department of Family and Chil- 
dren Services, in which public health officers were 
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granted the authority to reach out into disadvan- 
taged communities and encourage women to seek 
presumptive eligibility, as playing a major role in 
boosting the percentage of women receiving early 
prenatal care. Norris: “It boils down to once physi- 
cians started taking Medicaid on a wider basis, 
more women had access to prenatal care.” 

[Mew IMle^aco 

New Mexico, like Georgia, enjoyed a 13 percent 
increase in the number of women receiving early 
prenatal care from 1990 to 1997. In 1990, only 57 
percent of New Mexico’s mothers received early 
prenatal care. By 1997, 70 percent did so. 

Penny Jimerson, manager of the states Department 
of Health s Families First Program, attributes New 



Mexico’s improvement to a combination of pro- 
grams including a statewide program funded by the 
W.K. Kellogg Foundation, New Mexico’s Medicaid 
program, and a federal program allowing New Mex- 
ico to provide a period of Medicaid presumptive eli- 
gibility for pregnant women. Jimerson points out 
that all local public health offices in New Mexico 
receive training on how to arrange temporary Med- 
icaid for the women, while the women have 30 to 60 
days to complete a Medicaid application. New Mex- 
ico’s Families FIRST program, begun in 1989 to 
improve both access to prenatal care and pregnancy 
outcomes for Medicaid-eligible women, and to 
improve the health status of their infants and chil- 
dren under age three, has also been important. 



Lessors LeaunmecB 

□ Statewide programs to simplify enrollment in Medicaid and presume women eligible for Medicaid 
services have been effective in increasing the percentage of all women receiving prenatal care in their 
first trimester. 

□ More women and children will take advantage of health care services if they are made eligible by state 
rules, and if services are made convenient to use. 

□ Providing early health care services for pregnant women can result in longer periods between subse- 
quent pregnancies and fewer low-birthweight babies. 
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Visit the Goals Panel website at www.negp.gov/issues/issu/monthly/jan26-99.htm. 



New Hampshire 

Kathy Sgambati, Deputy Commissioner, New Hampshire 
Department of Health and Human Services, State Office 
Park South, 129 Pleasant Street, Concord, NH 03301- 
3857, (603) 271-4602, www.dhhs.state.nh.us 

Rhode Island 

Peter Quattromani, State of Rhode Island, Office of 
the Governor, State House Room 128, Providence, Rl 
02903-1196, (401) 222-2080, ext 202 



Georgia 

Diane Norris, Perinatal Coordinator, Department of 
Public Health, Family Health Branch - Women's Health, 
2 Peachtree Street, Suite 100, Atlanta, GA 30303, 

(404) 657-3138, dwn@dhr.state.georgia.us 

New Mexico 

Penny Jimerson, Program Manager, Families FIRST, 
Department of Health-Public Health Division, P.O. Box 
26111, Santa Fe, NM 87502-6110, (505) 476-8580, 
pennyj@doh.state.nm.us 
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By the year 2000, the high school graduation rate will 
increase to at least 90 percent. 



©Ibjecftowes: 

□ The nation must dramatically reduce its school dropout rate, and 75 percent of the students who do 
drop out will successfully complete a high school degree or its equivalent. 

□ The gap in high school graduation rates between American students from minority backgrounds and 
their nonminority counterparts will be eliminated. 



DmidliicaitoD’: 

□ High School Completion: Which States increased the percentage of 1 8- to 24-year-olds 
who have a high school credential? (Data are from 1990 and 1997.) 



High school completion has become a must for 
students hoping to find jobs and prosper in the 
information-based economy. Both 
the credential and the knowledge 
and skills it represents increase a 
student’s chances for a successful 
adult life. To measure progress 
toward Goal 2, increasing the high 
school completion rate to at least 90 
percent, the National Education 
Goals Panel reports the combined 
number of students with high 
school diplomas and those earning 
General Education Development 
(GED) credentials or other alterna- 
tive certificates. In 1997, 85 percent 
of 18- to 24-year-olds nationwide 
had high school credentials, and 




17 States met the goal of having a 90 percent or 
higher state average. Those States were Connecti- 
cut, Hawaii, Kansas, Maine, Mary- 
land, Massachusetts, Michigan, 
Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, 
Nebraska, New Jersey, North Dako- 
ta, South Dakota, Utah, Vermont, 
and Wisconsin. High school com- 
pletion rates varied by State in 1997 
from a high of 95 percent to a low 
of 75 percent. New Jersey and 
Hawaii are among top-performing 
States, each with 92 percent high 
school completion. (For informa- 
tion about school completion in 
Maryland, Nebraska, and Ten- 
nessee, see Promising Practices 
1998.) 
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High School Completion Rates 

Have states 1 increased the percentages of 18- to 24-year-olds who have a high school credential? 

f Better 5 states 

No Change 41 states and the U.S. 

^ Worse 5 states 
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Goal 2 states that by the year 2000, the high school graduation rate will increase to at least 90%. In 1997, 
18 - to 24-year-olds in 17 (out of 51) states had already achieved a 90% high school completion rate: 



1. Connecticut 


6. Massachusetts 


11. Nebraska 


16. Vermont 


2. Hawaii 


7. Michigan 


12. New Jersey 


17. Wisconsin 


3. Kansas 


8. Minnesota 


13. North Dakota 




4. Maine 


9. Missouri 


14. South Dakota 




5. Maryland 


10. Montana 


15. Utah 








Between 1990 and 1997, 5 states (out of 51) significantly increased the percentages of 18- to 24-year-olds who 
have a high school credential: 

1. California 3. Michigan 5. Tennessee 

2. Maryland 4. South Carolina 






States with the highest percentages of 
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school 
credential: 

(1997) 


(1997) 


Maryland 


95% 


Nebraska 


91% 


North Dakota 


95% 


Utah 


91% 


Connecticut 


92% 


Wisconsin 


91% 


Hawaii 


92% 


Minnesota 


90% 


Kansas 


92% 


Missouri 


90% 


Maine 


92% 


Indiana 


89% 


New Jersey 


92% 


Ohio 


89% 


Massachusetts 


91% 


Pennsylvania 


88% 


Michigan 


91% 


U.S. 


85% 



* States that had a significantly higher percentage 
than the U.S. average. 



©Qffts© 



States that made the greatest gains in the percentages of 
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential: 





(1990) 


(1997) 


Change 


Tennessee 


77% 


87% 


+10 


Maryland 


87% 


95% 


+7 


Michigan 


86% 


91% 


+5 


South Carolina 


83% 


88% 


+5 


California 


77% 


81% 


+4 



* Differences between the first two columns may differ slightly from 
the figures reported in the " change " column due to rounding. 



1 The term ‘'state" is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the outlying areas. 
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See Appendix B of the 1999 Goals Report for definitions, sources and technical notes. 
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Nationally, 85 percent of all 18- to 24-year-olds earned high school diplomas or alternative credentials in 
1997. The Panel reports the high school completion rates as a percentage of the non-high-school-enrolled 
population between 18 and 24 years old who hold high school credentials. In 1997, States varied in their 
school completion rates from 75 percent to 95 percent. Five States significantly increased their high school 
completion rate between 1990 and 1997. They are California, Maryland, Michigan, South Carolina, and 
Tennessee. New Jersey and Hawaii were among the 17 States performing significantly above the U.S. aver- 
age of 85 percent. (For information about Maryland, Nebraska, and Tennessee school completion efforts, 
see Promising Practices 1998.) 
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New Jersey is one of the nations 17 top-performing 
States for Goal 2: School Completion. In 1997, 92 
percent of the States 18- to 24-year-olds had high 
school credentials. 

According to Peter Peretzman, director of public 
information, New Jersey Department of Education, 
since the early 1990s the State has had in place four 
strategies that play a strong role in encouraging 
young students to stay in school. 

Alternative education programs are the first strate- 
gy. Over the years, the State has encouraged local 
districts to maintain and strengthen alternative 
education programs. In 1998, the department tar- 
geted about $1.2 million for Promoting Student 
Success: A Dropout Prevention Grant Program. 
The program directs funds to school districts to 
develop or expand alternative education programs 
and prevent teen pregnancies and truancy. In one 
district, the Abbott vs. Burke ruling by the Supreme 
Court requires each secondary school to appoint a 
dropout prevention specialist and a coordinator of 
health and social services who will provide sundry 
services to students. 

A second strategy highlights school-to-career 
programs. The school-to-career programs are 
designed to help students entering the work force 
immediately upon high school graduation. Tech- 
Prep programs are an essential component of 
school-to-career efforts. These programs provide 

O 



high school students with work-based experiences 
while simultaneously granting postsecondary 
credit for relevant coursework at institutions of 
higher education. According to New Jersey Depart- 
ment of Education data, students enrolled in Tech- 
Prep programs in the State increased from 5,000 in 
1993 to 21,183 in 1998. New Jersey was awarded a 
$37 million, five-year federal grant to systemically 
reform education by implementing school-based, 
work-based, and transitional activities through 
local partnerships. 

State officials, as part of the third strategy, are urg- 
ing district educators to integrate curricula and 
teaching strategies into the Workplace Readiness 
Standards to help students develop skills necessary 
for a successful transition into the world of work or 
postsecondary education or both. 

The fourth strategy taps into service learning 
opportunities, including AmeriCorps, to help stu- 
dents continue their education. Under Ameri- 
Corps, for example, more than 100 Urban Schools 
Service Corps members provide tutoring, mentor- 
ing, and academic enrichment activities for about 
1,600 students in 12 urban schools; A+ For Kids 
and St. Paul’s Community Development Corpora- 
tion provide more than four new volunteers for 
tutoring and literacy activities for children and 
adults in Trenton and Paterson; and ParentCorps 
has helped more than 200 teen parents stay in 
school by providing parenting classes, day care, and 
links to needed services in 12 schools. 



Underlying these programs, however, is a “strong 
ethic to go on to college that cuts across all groups 
and types of districts,” Peretzman explained. “There 
is an emphasis in New Jersey that high school grad- 
uates should be going on to college,” he said. “So a 
higher percentage go to college, which means they 
earned a high school diploma ” 
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Hawaii also has 92 percent of its 18- to 24-year-old 
population possessing high school credentials. 

Greg Knudsen, communications director of the 
Hawaii Department of Education, points to several 
factors that may contribute to the States high 
school completion rate. A compulsory education 
law that requires students to stay in school until age 
18 means “we lose a few less students at lower ages,” 
he reports. Knudsen explains that the State would 



rather support keeping students in school up to the 
age of 18 because the “economy is not there to sup- 
port those going into work.... Compulsory educa- 
tion until age 18 heads off future expenses and 
social costs.” 

Despite the downturn in its economy, the State has 
maintained a priority on education spending, 
according to a progress report submitted by State 
leaders to the National Governors’ Association. The 
state Department of Education continues to imple- 
ment its Comprehensive Student Support System, 
designed to ensure that each school identifies and 
provides appropriate support for students who 
need extra help learning and achieving — and stay- 
ing connected with school. The States relatively 
high cost of living attracts people who are highly 
educated, so “people feel they need a good educa- 
tion to keep up and survive,” he said. 



Lessoons Learned! 

□ States offer multiple programs including alternative education programs, dropout prevention efforts, 
and job-oriented skill training to increase high school completion. 

□ Students stay in schools that offer personal connections with caring adults, possible with tutors and 
adults involved in community activities. 

□ Dropping out is less likely in communities that see education as necessary to economic success. 
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Visit the Goals Panel website at www.negp.gov/issues/issu/monthly/feb22-99.htm. 

New Jersey Hawaii 



Peter Peretzman, Director of Public Information, 

New Jersey State Department of Education, 

River View Executive Plaza, Building 100, Trenton, NJ 
08625-0500, (609) 292-4041, www.state.nj. us.education 



Greg Knudsen, Communications Director, 
Hawaii Department of Education, 

P.O. Box 2360, Honolulu, HI 96804, 

(808) 586-3230, www.k12.hi.us 
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By the year 2000, all students will leave grades 4, 8, and 
12 having demonstrated competency in challenging subject matter 
including English, mathematics, science, foreign languages, civics and 
government, economics, arts, history, and geography, and every school 
in America will ensure that all students learn to use their minds well, 
so they may be prepared for responsible citizenship, further learning, 
and productive employment in our Nation's modern economy. 




□ The academic performance of all students at the elementary and secondary levels will increase signif- 
icantly in every quartile, and the distribution of minority students in each quartile will more closely 
reflect the student population as a whole. 

□ The percentage of all students who demonstrate the ability to reason, solve problems, apply knowl- 
edge, and write and communicate effectively will increase substantially. 

□ All students will be involved in activities that promote and demonstrate good citizenship, good health, 
community service, and personal responsibility. 

□ All students will have access to physical education and health education to ensure they are healthy 
and fit. 

□ The percentage of all students who are competent in more than one language will substantially 
increase. 

□ All students will be knowledgeable about the diverse cultural heritage of this nation and about the 
world community. 



flmidlocsitoir: 

□ Reading Performance on NAEP: Which 
States increased the percentages of public 
school fourth graders who meet the Goals 
Panel's performance standard in reading? 
(Data are from 1992 and 1998 for reading.) 
Also see pages 40-43 for information on 
reading in Connecticut. 
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Reading Achievement — 4th grade 

The National Education Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 
achievement — Proficient or Advanced— on the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). Have states 1 increased 
the percentages of public school 4th graders who score at or above Proficient in reading? 

^ Better 8 states 

<-> No Change 36 states and the U.S. 

^ Worse 0 states 



Between 1992 and 1998, 8 states (out of 44) significantly increased the percentage of public school 4th graders 
who scored at or above Proficient in reading: 

1. Colorado 3. Kentucky 5. Maryland 7. Mississippi 

2. Connecticut 4. Louisiana 6. Minnesota 8. Virgin Islands 



States with the highest percentages of 
public school 4th graders who scored at 
or above Proficient in reading: 





( 1998 ) 


Connecticut 


46% 


New Hampshire 


38% 


Massachusetts 


37% 


U.S. 


31%** 



* States that had a significantly higher 
percentage than the U.S . average. 

** Percentage shown for the U.S. includes 
both public and nonpublic school data. 






Sfafes that made the greatest gains in the percentages of public 
school 4th graders who scored at or above Proficient in reading: 





(1992) 


(1998) 


Change 


Connecticut 


34% 


46% 


+12 


Colorado 


25% 


34% 


+9 


Kentucky 


23% 


29% 


+6 


Maryland 


24% 


29% 


+5 


Minnesota 


31% 


36% 


+5 


Virgin Islands 


3% 


8% 


+5 



* Differences between the first two columns may differ slightly from the 
figures reported in the “ change " column due to rounding. 



'The term “state" is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the outlying areas. 



Raising student academic achievement has 
become the central goal of education reform. 
Schools provide students the knowledge and 
skills they will need in an economy that will 
demand higher levels of literacy from all workers. 
The Goals Panel measures student mastery of 
challenging subject matter on tests that are com- 
mon among the states and geared to assess chal- 
lenging levels of the subjects taught. The National 
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) is 



such a test. Reading is a fundamental skill with- 
out which students cannot later master challeng- 
ing subject matter. NAEP data on reading were 
collected at the fourth grade level in 1992, 1994, 
and 1998, and show which states made improve- 
ment over time. Assessments of eighth-grade 
reading became available for the first time at the 
state level in 1998, permitting identification of 
high performance, but not improvement, among 
the States. 




See Appendix B of the 1999 Goals Report for definitions , sources, and technical notes. 
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The overriding goal for reading instruction in Colorado and Maryland, two of the States whose students 
made the most improvement in fourth grade reading, is to produce fluent readers by third grade. In each 
State, officials see the development of standards, linked student reading assessments, and related profes- 
sional development as critical elements of their improvement. (For information on reading in Connecti- 
cut, the top-performing and most improved State, see pp. 40-43) 
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Colorado was one of the States with the greatest read- 
ing improvement. The percentage of public school 
fourth graders in Colorado who met the Goals 
Panels performance standard in reading on NAEP 
rose from 25 percent in 1992 to 34 percent in 1998. 

Don Watson, director of student assessment for the 
Colorado Department of Education, attributes 
much of his States success to reading standards 
passed by the legislature and to assessments aligned 
with the standards. According to Watson, the legisla- 
ture passed a set of reading standards in 1993 that 
the State board of education approved in 1995. In 
1996, the legislature passed the Colorado Basic Liter- 
acy Act, which requires districts to monitor student 
reading performance in kindergarten through third 
grade. The bill includes a provision that requires 
schools to consider the student’s score on the third- 
grade reading assessment before moving the child 
from third- to fourth-grade reading instruction. 

The Colorado Department of Educations Web site, 
www.cde.state.co.us/index.home.htm, provides de- 
tailed information on the Colorado Basic Literacy 
Act and the third-grade reading assessment. The 
purposes of the act include (1) promoting high lit- 
eracy standards for all students in kindergarten 
through third grade; (2) helping all schools 
improve the educational opportunities for literacy 
and performance for all students; and (3) ensuring 
that all students are adequately prepared to meet 
Colorado’s Fourth-Grade Reading Standards and 
Benchmarks. 



Proficiency levels are set for the kindergarten 
through third grade. The rules associated with the 
Act also describe the criteria districts must use to 
select assessment instruments. For example, local 
assessments must (1) align with local content stan- 
dards that meet or exceed the Colorado standards 
for reading; (2) align with the K-3 reading per- 
formance descriptions; and (3) include multiple 
measures over time that constitute a body of evi- 
dence regarding students’ reading performance 

The Colorado Basic Literacy Act also mandates each 
school to develop Individual Literacy Plans for stu- 
dents not reading proficiently at the third-grade level 
by the end of third grade and to report to State offi- 
cials the number of students on the Individual Liter- 
acy Plans. In addition, decisions about third-grade 
students’ reading proficiency must be based on a 
“body of evidence” collected over time to “reflect the 
stages and complexity of reading development.” 

Watson said that although the State has not devel- 
oped formal professional development activities in 
reading, the Department of Education’s reading 
specialists spend “lots of time working with school 
district coordinators, who work at the local level,” to 
promote improved reading instruction. 
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Maryland is one of eight States that showed signifi- 
cant improvement since 1992 in fourth-grade read- 
ing. The percentage of the State’s public school 
students who read at least at the proficient level 
increased from 24 percent in 1992 to 29 percent in 
1998. 



Maryland began its campaign to boost student 
reading achievement in 1990, when the State began 
to develop standards in all core content areas, 
according to Ron Peiffer, assistant state superin- 
tendent, Maryland Department of Education. Peif- 
fer said that reading standards linked to the State’s 
reading assessment were written and distributed in 
1990 and implemented the next year. The reading 
assessment began in 1991. The State modeled its 
assessment on NAEP. For example, Maryland, like 
NAEP, underscores reading for a variety of purpos- 
es, from reading for the literary experience, to read- 
ing for information and reading to perform a task. 

State officials say that teacher training is also a key 
component of the State’s reading improvement. 
Staff development in reading has come from many 
sources, including both local school systems and 
such state associations as the International Reading 
Association affiliate. The Center for Reading Excel- 
lence — a partnership among the Maryland State 
Department of Education, the Kennedy Krieger 
Institute, and Johns Hopkins University — will 
focus on professional development and technical 
assistance to local school systems, direct services to 
students and their families, and serve as a research 



v center for reading excellence. “Success in our state is 
multilayered because the Department of Education 
can’t get out to everybody,” said Trudy Collier of the 
Maryland Department of Education. “We rely on 
other organizations, and, on their own, they have 
nicely supported our State efforts.” 

Peiffer noted that Maryland won a $14.2 million 
grant from the U.S. Department of Education this 
summer under the new Reading Excellence Act 
(REA). The grant will be used to improve the read- 
ing performance of the State’s pre-kindergarteners 
through third graders living in poverty. “The REA 
offers local school systems the opportunity to 
engage in extensive needs assessments to determine 
what they have and what they need to develop read- 
ing programs that are research-based,” said Collier, 
the contact for Maryland’s REA grant. 

State Superintendent of Schools Dr. Nancy Gras- 
mick praised the REA grant. “As a State, we recog- 
nize that in order for students to reach their fullest 
potential, they must, before all else, become strong 
readers,” she said. “The REA grant will allow us to 
strengthen reading skills among our most vulnera- 
ble early learners — children living in poverty.” 



Lessoons Learned 

States that have improved the reading achievement of fourth graders have 

□ Given state assessment feedback to districts and schools on the reading performance of their students. 

□ Provided or supported teacher training in how to teach reading. 

□ Used resources from the new Reading Excellence Act to supplement state efforts to improve the 
reading performance of poor and disadvantaged students. 
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Visit the Goals Panel website at www.negp.gov/issues/issu/monthly/0999.pdf. 

Maryland 

Dr. Ronald Peiffer, Assistant State Superintendent, School 
and Community Outreach Office, Maryland Department of 
Education, 200 W. Baltimore Street, Baltimore, MD 21201, 
(410) 767-0473, www.msde.state.md.us 



Colorado 

Don Watson, Director of Student Assessment, Colorado 
Department of Education, 201 East Colfax, Denver, CO 
80203, (303) 866-6612, www.cde.state.co.us 



Trudy Collier, Maryland Department of Education, 200 W. 
Baltimore Street, Baltimore, MD 21201, (410) 767-0339 
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By the year 2000, the Nation's teaching force will have 
access to programs for the continued improvement of their professional 
skills and the opportunity to acquire the knowledge and skills needed 
to instruct and prepare all American students for the next century. 
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□ All teachers will have access to preservice teacher education and continuing professional development 
activities that will provide them with the knowledge and skills needed to teach an increasingly diverse 
student population with a variety of educational, social, and health needs. 

□ All teachers will have continuing opportunities to acquire additional knowledge and skills needed to 
teach challenging subject matter and to use emerging new methods, forms of assessment, and tech- 
nologies. 

□ States and school districts will create integrated strategies to attract, recruit, prepare, retrain, and sup- 
port the continued professional development of teachers, administrators, and other educators, so that 
there is a highly talented work force of professional educators to teach challenging subject matter. 

□ Partnerships will be established, whenever possible, among local educational agencies, institutions of 
higher education, parents, and local labor, business, and professional associations to provide and sup- 
port programs for the professional development of educators. 



OindlDCD&toin 

□ Teacher Preparation: Which States increased the percentage of public school teachers 
reporting that they had participated in in-service or professional development programs 
on one or more topics since the end of the previous school year? (Data are from 1 994.) 



Good teaching is the central ingredient in a good 
education. Good teacher education and profession- 
al development are critical for 
developing good teaching. The 
Education Summit convened in 
1999 called for improving profes- 
sional development. Such train- 
ing is increasingly focused on the 
ability of principals and teachers 
to help students meet higher aca- 
demic standards. On average, in 
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1994 85 percent of teachers reported that they par- 
ticipated in in-service or professional development 
activities during the previous year. 
The rate of teacher participation 
varied among the States from 76 
percent to 98 percent. Kentucky is 
the highest performing State on 
this indicator at 98 percent. Also 
among the top performing States 
were California at 94 percent and 
Connecticut at 92 percent. 
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Teacher Professional Development 

Have states 1 increased the percentages of public school teachers reporting that they participated in in-service or 
professional development programs on one or more topics since the end of the previous school year? 



@55(3? ®ui© 



Improvement over time cannot be determined yet because this information has been collected only once at the 
state level since 1990. The Goals Panel will report state improvements when this information is collected again in 
2000. 





States with the highest percentages of 
public school teachers reporting that they 
participated in in-service or professional 
development programs on one or more 
topics since the end of the previous 


school year: 


(1994) 


Kentucky 


98% 


California 


94% 


North Carolina 


93% 


Texas 


> 93% 


Connecticut 


92% 


District of Columbia 


92% 


Alaska 


90% 


Iowa 


89% 


Kansas 


89% 


Washington 


89% 


Colorado 


88% 


Florida 


88% 


Hawaii 


88% 


Mississippi 


88% 


Oklahoma 


88% 



U.S. ' 85%** 

* States that had a significantly higher 
percentage than the U.S. average. 



Percentage shown for the U.S. includes 
both public and nonpublic school data. 






States that made the greatest gains in the percentages of public 
school teachers reporting that they participated in 
in-service or professional development programs on one or more 
topics since the end of the previous school year: 

The states that made the greatest improvements over time 
cannot be identified yet because this information has been 
collected only once at the state level since 1990. The Goals 
Panel will recognize the most-improved states when this 
information is collected again in 2000. 



'The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the outlying areas. 
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Quality teaching and professional development are widely recognized as crucial to the success of education 
reform efforts. Data show that nationally in 1994, 85 percent of public school teachers report participating 
in in-service or professional development programs since the end of the previous year. 



The 1990 Kentucky Education Reform Act (KERA) 
was built on the belief that successful implementa- 
tion of education reform hinges on a classroom 
teacher’s ability to teach to higher standards. The 
legislation, therefore, required the State Board for 
Elementary and Secondary Education to “establish, 
direct, and maintain a statewide program of profes- 
sional development to improve instruction in the 
public schools” and required that all teachers par- 
ticipate annually in professional development. 

A report, Professional Development Under KERA: 
Meeting the Challenge , Preliminary Research Find- 
ings, found that while professional development in 
Kentucky often focused on “stand-alone workshops 
of short duration with no formal follow-up,” there 
were also examples of schools in which teachers 
were engaged in “ongoing critical discussions of 
curriculum and instruction that appear essential 
for improvements in teaching practices and conse- 
quently in student learning.” The newly created 
Kentucky Leadership Academy for principals may 
be the vehicle needed to drive home the need for 
more content-based teacher professional develop- 
ment programs, according to the report. 
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California (94 percent) trails only Kentucky (98 
percent) in the percentage of public school teachers 
participating in professional development activi- 
ties. 

Mary Bergen, president of the California Federa- 
tion of Teachers, explained that, since 1983, the 
State has required that teachers have 150 clock 
hours of professional growth activity every five 
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years. Since then, the State has worked to improve 
the quality of professional development. For exam- 
ple, it now mandates that a provider of profession- 
al development must be certified by the State. “We 
are moving away from one- day workshops provid- 
ed by people with dubious credentials,” she said. 
Further, state law now allows professional develop- 
ment to occur during instructional time, explained 
Don Kairott, director of the teacher development 
unit in the California Department of Education. 

Kairott indicates that “now professional develop- 
ment must be aligned with state standards for the 
teaching profession.” The California Standards for 
the Teaching Profession grew out of the State’s Begin- 
ning Teacher Support and Assessment (BTSA) pro- 
gram and is informed by the work of the Interstate 
New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium 
and the National Board for Professional Teaching 
Standards. Kairott cited other professional develop- 
ment initiatives under way in California, including 
the California School Leadership Academy, which 
provides professional development for school prin- 
cipals, district superintendents, and school teams 
through regional networks. 

Coiroiroecttiiciurtt 

Ninety-two percent of Connecticut’s public school 
teachers reported in 1994 that they had participat- 
ed in in-service or professional development pro- 
grams on one or more topics since the end of the 
previous school year. 

Abigal Hughes, bureau chief of teacher certification, 
Connecticut Department of Education, traces Con- 
necticut’s successful professional development statis- 
tics to the 1987 Education Enhancement Act, which 
called for student assessments in grades 4, 6, and 8; 



supported beginning teachers through assessment 
and mentoring programs; and provided funds for 
professional development. Information on student 
achievement scores often drives professional devel- 
opment opportunities in Connecticut. For example, 
schools and school districts are made aware of stu- 
dent achievement levels in “report cards” that are 
made public. If a local school district or school 
notices that student achievement scores are low in, 
say, reading or math, educators then may develop 
professional development initiatives that focus on 
that particular subject. 



“While not mandated, we’ve always strongly 
pushed content-based work,” explained Ray 
Pecheone of the Connecticut Department of Edu- 
cation. He pointed to summer institutes in math 
and reading, begun in the late 1980s, that are “well 
received and over subscribed” year after year. 
Pecheone also described an advanced academy for 
teachers who “every year get specific training in 
math and science, which is part of a program that 
certifies highly accomplished math and science 
teachers” 



Lessons Learned! 

□ State requirements that teachers participate in professional development activities can be effective and 
may be linked to attempts to improve the professional development offered. 

□ States are working to ensure that professional development activities are more intense and long-term 
than in the past, and that they focus upon the skills and content needed for higher student achievement. 

□ Requirements for more professional development need to be accompanied by financial support for the 
training and continuing reflection on how to make the training more effective. 
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Kentucky 

Robert F. Sexton, Executive Director, 

The Prichard Committee, P.0. Box 1658, 
Lexington, KY 40588-1658, (606) 233-9849, 
admin@prichardcommittee.org, 
www.pfks.com {under construction) 

California 

Mary Bergen, President, California Federation 
of Teachers, 1 Kaiser Plaza, Suite 1440, 

Oakland, CA 94612, (510) 832-8812, www.cft.org 

Don Kairott, Administrator, 

Professional Development Unit, 

California Department of Education, 

P.0. Box 944272, Sacramento, CA 94244-2720, 
(916) 657-5436, dkairott@cde.ca.gov 



Connecticut 

Abigal Hughes, Associate Commissioner, 
Division of Evaluation and Research, 
Connecticut State Department of Education, 
P.0. Box 2219, Hartford, CT 06115-2219, 
(860) 566-2092 

Ray Pecheone, Bureau Chief, 

Bureau of Program and Teacher Evaluation, 
Connecticut Department of Education, 

165 Capitol Ave., Room 369, 

Hartford, CT 06145, (860) 566-5401 





By the year 2000, United States students will be first in 
the world in mathematics and science achievement. 



□ Mathematics and science education, including the metric system of measurement, will be strengthened 
throughout the system, especially in the early grades. 



□ The number of teachers with a substantive background in mathematics and science, including the met- 
ric system of measurement, will increase by 50 percent. 

□ The number of United States undergraduates and graduate students, especially women and minorities, 
who complete degrees in mathematics, science, and engineering will increase significantly. 



DmidlDCSQtoir: 

□ International Mathematics and Science Achievement: Which States improved their 
international standing in eighth grade mathematics and science achievement? (Data are 
from 1995-96.) 



Americans increasingly want to benchmark their 
performance to the best in the world. In business, 
international benchmarking is under- ^ 
stood to be a tool essential to being eco- 
nomically competitive. In education, 
especially in science and mathematics 
education, it is seen as important to 
compare U.S. performance to that of 
other countries. The findings of the 
Third International Mathematics and 
Science Study (TIMSS) provided such 
information. In October 1998, the 
Goals Panel issued Mathematics and 
Science Achievement State by State, 1998, 




which showed every State its improvement over 
time, how it compares to other States and coun- 
tries, and how subgroups within the 
State perform in mathematics and sci- 
ence on the National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP). The 
Panel reports results in terms of the 
percentage of students in each State 
reaching the highest levels of achieve- 
ment on NAEP. Among the top-, 
improving and top-performing of the 
States, Minnesota, Iowa, and Montana 
tell what they think may account for 
their success. 
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International Mathematics and Science Achievement — 8th grade 

Have states 1 improved their international standing in 8th grade mathematics and science achievement? 
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Improvement over time cannot be determined yet because a research study designed to predict state performance 
on international mathematics and science assessments has been conducted only once. The Goals Panel will report 
changes in standing in mathematics and science achievement when new results become available from international 
assessments conducted in 1999. 



Mathematics 



Science 






States that would be expected to score 
as well as, or better than, 35 out of 41 
nations 0 in 8th grade mathematics in 
1995-1996: 

Iowa 

Maine 

Minnesota t 

Montana 

Nebraska 

North Dakota 

Wisconsin 

The U.S. scored as well as, or better 
than, 20 out of 40 nations in 8th grade 
mathematics. 

0 Only Belgium (Flemish educational system), 
the Czech Republic, Hong Kong, Japan, 
Korea, and Singapore would be expected to 
outperform these seven states in 8th grade 
mathematics. 

f Results for Minnesota are based on actual 
scores, not estimated scores. 

See Appendix B of the 1999 Goals Report. 

* Top 7 states. 






States that would be expected to score 
as well as, or better than, 40 out of 41 
nations 0 in 8th grade science in 
1995-1996: 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

Iowa 

Maine 

Massachusetts 

Minnesota* 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
North Dakota 
Oregon* 

Utah 

Vermont 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

The U.S. scored as well as, or better 
than, 31 out of 40 nations in 8th grade 
science. 

° Only Singapore would be expected to 
outperform these 15 states in 8th grade 
science. 

f Results for Minnesota, Missouri, and Oregon 
are based on actual scores, not estimated 
scores. See Appendix B of the 1999 Goals 
Report. 

* Top 15 states. 



The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the outlying areas. 




See Appendix B of the 1999 Goals Report for definitions , sources , and technical notes. 
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In mathematics, Iowa, Minnesota, and Montana would be expected to score as well as or better than 35 out 
of 41 nations participating in the Third International Mathematics and Science Study in 1995-96. The six 
nations that would be expected to perform significantly higher than eighth graders in these States are: 
Belgium-Flemish, Czech Republic, Hong Kong, Japan, Korea, and Singapore. These States are among the 
seven that made significant gains and were also among the highest performing States in the nation in math- 
ematics achievement on NAEP in 1996. States varied from 5 percent to 34 percent of students scoring at or 
above the proficient level in mathematics on NAER 
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The percentage of Minnesota’s eighth-grade stu- 
dents who met the Goals Panels performance 
standard in math increased from 23 percent in 
1990 to 34 percent in 1996. 

State officials attribute Minnesota’s math achieve- 
ment to a combination of demographics and 
teacher qualifications. Bill Linder-Scholer, executive 
director of SciMathMin, noted that Minnesota has 
both low rates of poverty and “...100 percent of sec- 
ondary math teachers certified to teach math.” 
Sharon Stenglein, math consultant for the Minneso- 
ta Department of Children, Families and Learning 
agrees. “Minnesota teachers are well-prepared,” she 
said. “Math teachers from grade seven up through 
high school must be certified to teach math by hav- 
ing a full major in math.” Stenglein, like Linder- 
Scholer, sees the State’s well-educated population, 
which strongly supports schools, as a contributing 
factor to high student achievement. Minnesota is a 
desirable place to teach because it has a good pay 
scale for teachers and because of the value Min- 
nesotans place on education. 

She cautions that not all of the State’s children are 
doing well in math. “We are looking today at a 
bimodal group of students. We have very low par- 
ticipation rates in high school of students who are 
taking math and doing quite well, while we have a 
much larger group who are not taking math at all,” 
she said. Linder-Scholer agrees that a major prob- 
lem in Minnesota is that “we clearly do not do 
enough for the bottom group of students.” 

Linder- Scholer’s group, SciMathMin, actively pro- 
motes standards-based math and science education. 

O 




Begun in 1991 as a statewide coalition supported by 
business and industry and, eventually the state, Sci- 
MathMin advocates for standards-based systemic 
reform and provides professional development to 
K-12 teachers and higher education faculty in math- 
ematics and science. In 1998, SciMathMin devel- 
oped the Math and Science Frameworks. These 
working papers are “tools for bridging national 
mathematics and science education standards to the 
Minnesota Graduation Standards and classroom 
practice.” (The Goals Panel will release an analysis of 
Minnesota’s high performance in 8th grade science 
on TIMSS in early 2000.) 

Dow&i 

The percentage of Iowa’s eighth-grade public 
school students who met the Goals Panel’s per- 
formance standard in mathematics increased from 
25 percent in 1990 to 31 percent in 1996. 

While acknowledging Iowa’s good eighth-grade stu- 
dent performance in math in 1996, Judd Freeman, 
mathematics consultant with the Iowa Department 
of Education, reported that “nothing systematically 
has been done [by the State] to improve math 
achievement for quite awhile.” He added, “Iowa has 
no [formal academic] standards. Everything is left 
to local districts.” Indeed, Freeman expressed con- 
cern over what he says are the first signs of decline 
in math achievement, particularly in grades K-4. 
“Some other NAEP States have been able to move 
their populations in positive ways [since the early 
1990’s]. But Iowa is sitting pretty stagnant.” 

Freeman described two state policies that in the 
future may help the State’s mathematics achieve- 
ment: legislation that requires the incorporation of 
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accountability for student achievement into the 
locally developed education standards and accredi- 
tation process and a Middle Level 
Mathematics/Technology Initiative. 

The Middle Level Mathematics/Technology Initia- 
tive will provide professional development' to par- 
ticipating middle/junior high school math teachers 
in mathematics content and pedagogy, the use of 
instructional technology, and the alignment of cur- 
riculum, instruction, and assessment. “We don’t 
have a statewide curriculum, so were working to 
improve math achievement through the vehicle of 
trying to improve teacher knowledge of math con- 
tent,” explained Freeman. 

GMoinrifcainia 

The percentage of Montana’s public school eighth 
graders who met the Goals Panel’s performance 



standard in mathematics increased from 27 percent 
in 1990, to 32 percent in 1996. 

Local control characterizes education decision- 
making in Montana, said Chris Provance, of the 
state Department of Public Instruction. Local 
school districts can decide whether to integrate 
math concepts into schoolwide curricula, or to 
integrate math with science. In 1994, the state 
developed Model Learner Goals, a “guidance docu- 
ment, not a standards framework.” The Model 
Learner Goals and the Montana Framework for 
Improving Math and Science are available to dis- 
tricts and schools to use voluntarily to improve 
math and science instruction. “A lot of what we do 
is communicate very well,” explained Provance. 
“Due to strong leadership dedicated to communi- 
cating the State’s philosophy in math education, 
many voluntary state policies are used in class- 
rooms,” she added. 



Lessors Learned 

□ In strong "local control" States, whether formal standards for mathematics achievement are adopted or 
not, strong teacher qualifications and community support for education are associated with high stu- 
dent achievement in mathematics. 

□ In some high-performing States, the State and private organizations may offer curriculum guidance, 
professional development, and other resources on a voluntary basis. 

□ Some State officials worry about the quality of mathematics instruction available for low-performing 
students, even in States where average mathematics achievement is high. 
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Visit the Goals Panel website at www.negp.gov/issues/issu/monthly/may17-99.htm. 



Minnesota 

Sharon Stenglein, Math Consultant, Minnesota Depart- 
ment of Children, Families and Learning, 1500 Highway 
36 West, Roseville, MN 55113-4266, (651) 582-8859, 
www.cfl.state.mn.us 

/ 

Bill Linder-Scholer, Executive Director, SciMathMin, 1500 
Highway 36 West, Roseville, MN 55113-4266, (651) 582- 
8852, fax (651) 582-8877, www.scimathmn.org 



Iowa 

Judd Freeman, Mathematics Consultant, Iowa Depart- 
ment of Education, Grimes State Office Building, Des 
Moines, IA 50319-0146, (515) 281-3874, fax (515) 242-6025 

Montana 

Chris Provance, Professional Development Specialist, 
Eisenhower Program, Office of Public Instruction, Helena, 
MT 59620-2501, (406) 444-4436, www.metnet.state.mt.us 





29 




<3©AL ADULT L0T1F3ADT 
A IMP LDF1L©IM(3 LO 



By the year 2000, every adult American will be literate and 
will possess the knowledge and skills necessary 



and responsibilities of citizenship. 



□ Every major American business will be involved in strengthening the connection between education 
and work. 



□ All workers will have the opportunity to acquire the knowledge and skills, from basic to highly tech- 
nical, needed to adapt to emerging new technologies, work methods, and markets through public and 
private educational, vocational, technical, workplace, or other programs. 

□ The number of quality programs, including those at libraries, that are designed to serve more effectively 
the needs of the growing number of part-time and midcareer students will increase substantially. 



□ The proportion of qualified students, especially minorities, who enter college, who complete at least 
two years, and who complete their degree programs will increase substantially. 

□ The proportion of college graduates who demonstrate an advanced ability to think critically, commu- 
nicate effectively, and solve problems will increase substantially. 

□ Schools, in implementing comprehensive parent involvement programs, will offer more adult literacy, 
parent training, and lifelong learning opportunities to improve the ties between home and school, and 
enhance parents' work and home lives. 



florfidBcaitoirs 

□ Adult Literacy: Which States in- 
creased the percentages of adults 
who score at or above Level 3 in 
prose literacy on the State Adult Lit- 
eracy Survey? (Data are from 1 992.) 
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Adult Literacy 

Have states 1 increased the percentages of adults who score at or above Level 3 in prose literacy? 

05uiJ°IKsK^^ ©«©? ®uD© 

Improvement over time cannot be determined yet because this information has been collected only once at the 
state level since 1990. 






States with the highest percentages of 
adults scoring at or above Level 3 in 
prose literacy: 

(1992) 

Washington 69% 

Indiana 58% 

U.S. 52% 

* States that had a significantly higher 
percentage than the U.S. average. 



1 The term "state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the outlying areas. 






States that made the greatest gains in the percentages of adults 
scoring at or above Level 3 in prose literacy: 

The states that made the greatest improvements over time 
cannot be identified yet because this information has been 
collected only once at the state level since 1990. 



The ultimate purpose of improving America's edu- 
cation system is to enable students, when they 
become adults, to have the knowledge and skills 
they will need to fare well both as citizens and in 
the workplace. The Goals Panel reports a direct 
measure of this outcome, adult literacy, in the con- 
text of Goal 6. Unfortunately, this information has 
only been collected once since the goals were set, so 



it will not be possible to identify whether adult 
literacy is improving until new data are available. 
However, in 1992, 52 percent of adults across the 
nation scored at Level 3 (out of 5 levels) on the 
National Adult Literacy Survey. Two States, Wash- 
ington and Indiana, scored significantly better 
than the U.S. average on the State Adult Literacy 
Survey. 
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See Appendix B of the 1999 Goals Report for definitions, sources, and technical notes. 
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Washington and Indiana are the two States with the highest percentages of adults scoring at or above 
Level 3 in prose literacy on the 1992 State Adult Literacy Survey. 
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In 1992, 69 percent of Washington adults scored at 
or above Level 3 in prose literacy, making it the 
nations top-performing State. The U.S average was 
52 percent. Brian Kanes and Janet Anderson, pro- 
gram administrators with the Washington Board 
for Community and Technical Colleges, attribute 
their States success to several factors, including a 
focus on family literacy, migrant workers, and the 
community and technical college system. 

First, in 1988 the state legislature made funds avail- 
able for family literacy. Since that time, the state has 
had its own Even Start program, which includes a 
family literacy component that has adults learning 
to read along with their children. 

Second, in 1989 federal funding was directed to Eng- 
lish-as-a-Second-Language programs. Kanes noted 
the State's high number of migrant workers, many 
of whom do not speak English. Federal funds, 
through the State Legalization Impact Assistance 
Grant, helped to create English language programs 
for people attempting to become “legalized” citizens. 
“This program provided significant assistance to 
our agricultural community,” said Kanes. Third, 
Anderson noted a unique clause in state communi- 
ty college legislation that “many years ago” defined 
adult literacy as a major mission of community and 
technical colleges. “Only 11 or 12 States in the 
nation have a state law that calls on community and 
technical colleges to address adult literacy,” she said. 

Both state officials point to the States adoption of 
Equipped for the Future (EFF) as a harbinger of 
higher literacy rates among adults. According to the 
Washington State Plan for Adult and Family Literacy 
(found at www.sbctc.ctc.edu), effective staff devel- 



opment “requires a unified vision of the best teach- 
ing practices available.” The States adoption of the 
EFF initiative is a “promising instructional frame- 
work” that will help guide staff development and 
instructional practices statewide. From the State 
plan: “The EFF framework will become the unified 
vision for all staff development activities under this 
plan.” 

Besides staff development, the States adult and 
family literacy plan stresses the need for adult edu- 
cation that is “practical and grounded in real-life 
contexts.” It also calls for a better response to under- 
served populations, including single parents, adults 
with learning disabilities, and minorities. 

Wndmn® 

Indiana is the nations second highest performing 
State on the adult literacy indicator for Goal 6. 
Fifty-eight percent of adults scored at or above 
Level 3 in prose literacy. 

Larry Grau, education policy advisor for Gov. Frank 
O’Bannon, said that the state uses a “10-headed 
approach” that links adult education and workforce 
development to the literacy needs of adults in Indi- 
ana. He also pointed to a public-private partnership, 
the Indiana Literacy Foundation, that provides an 
umbrella for literacy programs in the State. The 
foundation was incorporated in 1990 and became 
fully operational in 1993. Nearly all funding for the 
foundation is provided by individuals and corpora- 
tions. 

“Our efforts focus on the volunteer sector of adult 
literacy,” said Gael Deppert, executive director of 
the Indiana Literacy Foundation. The Foundation 
set up the Literacy Accountability System, which 
provides a relational database of adult literacy pro- 
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grams, used “to develop benchmarks on what is 
working in various indicators such as recruitment 
and retention of adult learners and attainment of 
student goals,” she said. 

The Foundation works with 300 volunteer literacy 
programs statewide to develop their capacity to offer 
quality services to their communities. Successful 
strategies, interventions, and practices are then dis- 
seminated through the Literacy Success Network, 
which uses list serves, newsletters, distance learning, 
and other vehicles of distribution. Examples of local 
literacy efforts the Foundation assists are: The Madi- 
son County Literacy Coalition s tutor program that 
helps learners with immediate needs, such as com- 
pleting job applications, and the Walker Career Cen- 
ter in Indianapolis, which helps local companies 
implement basic skills training for their workers. 

The Foundation also works to educate the public 
and state lawmakers on the scope of adult literacy 
issues and promising local solutions. For example, 



the Foundation played a role in drafting a proposal 
that eventually was approved by the General 
Assembly to provide funds to develop the capacity 
of literacy programs. Deppert noted that the funds, 
first appropriated in 1994, “helps the local literacy 
programs become stronger in what they do.” The 
Foundation serves as a “re-grant agency,” in which 
100 percent of the state funds are passed through to 
local groups. The Foundation provides technical 
assistance funded by non-state dollars. 

Another group that helps direct adult literacy activi- 
ties in the State is the Indiana Adult Literacy Coali- 
tion (IALC), an advisory group to the governor. The 
coalitions purpose is to encourage coordination of 
state agency activity related to adult education and to 
identify gaps in services and literacy trends to assist 
state policymakers. In 1997, the IALC conducted a 
first-ever survey of adult literacy services provided 
through State and Federal funds. From the survey, 
the IALC developed a series of recommendations to 
improve state delivery of adult literacy activities. 



Lessors Learned! 

□ States with high adult literacy rates offer a variety of programs from family literacy and English-as-a- 
Second-Language programs to volunteer worker tutorials. 

□ States find programs most effective when they are tailored to the needs of their clients, when they reach 
out to under-served populations, and when they emphasize learning literacy skills in practical, real-life 
contexts. 

□ Successful programs may be sponsored by state government, volunteer groups, public-private partnerships, 
or some combination of agencies. This makes it valuable to coordinate the efforts of concerned agencies. 
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Visit the Goals Panel website at www.negp.gov/issues/issu/monthly/jun16-99.htm. 

Office of Adult Literacy, P.O. Box 4295, Olympia, WA 
98540-2495, {360) 664-0507, www.sbotc.ctc.edu 

Indiana 

Brad Antonides, Interim Executive Director, 

Indiana Literacy Foundation, 140 North Senate Avenue, 
Room 204, Indianapolis, IN 46204, {317) 233-5203, 
www.indianaliteracy.org 



Washington 

Janet Anderson, Program Administrator, 

State Board for Community and Technical Colleges, 
Office of Adult Literacy, P.O. Box 4295, Olympia, WA 
98540-2495, {360) 664-9403 

Brian Kanes, Program Administrator, 

State Board for Community and Technical Colleges, 
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By the year 2000, every school in the United States will be 
free of drugs, violence, and the unauthorized presence of 
firearms and alcohol and will offer a disciplined environment conducive 
to learning. 




□ Every school will implement a firm and fair policy on use, possession, and distribution of drugs and 

alcohol. 

o 

□ Parents, businesses, and governmental and community organizations will work together to ensure the 
rights of students to study in safe and secure environments that are free of drugs and crime, and that 
schools provide a healthy environment and are a safe haven for all children. 

□ Every local educational agency will develop a sequential, comprehensive kindergarten through 12th 
grade drug and alcohol prevention education program. 

□ Drug and alcohol courses should be taught as an integral part of sequential, comprehensive health edu- 
cation. 

□ Community-based teams should be organized to provide students and teachers with needed support. 

□ Every school should work to eliminate sexual harassment. 



Offidlocalioo r: 

Teacher and Student Victimization and Physical Fights: Which States 
reduced the percentage of 

□ public high school teachers reporting that they were threatened or physically 
attacked by a student from their school during the previous 12 months? (Data 
are from 1 994.); 

□ public school students reporting that they were threatened or injured with a 
weapon such as a gun, knife, or club on school property at least once in the 
previous 12 months? (Data are from 1997.); 




□ public high school students reporting that they were in a physical fight on school 
property at least once during the previous 1 2 months? (Data are from 1 997.) [ 



All schools strive to be safe havens for the commu- 
nity of students and teachers who attend them. 
Nothing is of deeper concern to parents and citizens 
than evidence that either students or teachers can be 
victimized or that physical fights occur on school 



property. Discouragingly, data show that only one 
state, Nevada, and American Samoa improved on 
these indicators. South Dakota and Vermont were 
among the states with the lowest rates of fights and 
victimization. 
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Student Victimization, Teacher Victimization and Physical Fights 
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American Samoa was the only state out of 24 to reduce student victimization (from 15% in 1993 to 9% in 1997). 
Nevada was the only state out of 24 to reduce physical fights at school (from 20% in 1993 to 15% in 1997). 
Improvement in reducing teacher victimization cannot be determined because this information has been collected 
only once at the state level since 1990. It will be collected again in 2000. 



Student Victimization 






States with the lowest percentages of public 
high school students reporting that they 
were threatened or injured with a weapon 
such as a gun, knife, or club on school 
property during the past 12 months: 



South Dakota 


(1997) 

5% 


Connecticut 


6% 


Hawaii 


6% 


Iowa 


7% 


Kentucky 


7% 


Montana 


7% 


New York 


7% 


Ohio 


7% 


Vermont 


7% 


Wyoming 


7% 



Indicators are not the same at the 
national and state levels. 

* Top 10 states (out of 24). 



Teacher Victimization 
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States with the lowest percentages of public 
school teachers reporting that they were 
threatened or physically attacked by a student 
from their school during the past 12 months: 




(1994) 


North Dakota 


8% 


South Dakota 


8% 


California 


9% 


Maine 


9% 


Montana 


9% 


New Jersey 


9% 


Idaho 


11% 


Wyoming 


11% ■ 


Illinois 


12% 


Kansas 


12% 


U.S. 


15%** 



* States that had a significantly lower 
percentage than the U.S. average. 



Percentage shown for the U.S. includes both 
public and nonpublic school data. 



Physical Fights 
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States with the lowest percentages of public high school 
students reporting that they were in a physical fight on school 
property at least once during the past 12 months: 





(1997) 




(1997) 


South Dakota 


11% 


Missouri 


13% 


Connecticut 


13% 


Ohio 


13% 


Hawaii 


13% 


South Carolina 


13% 


Kentucky 


13% 


Vermont 


13% 


Massachusetts 


13% 


West Virginia 


13% 



Indicators are not the same at the national and state levels. 
* Top 10 states (out of 24). 



Most 
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States that made the greatest reductions in the 
percentages of public high school students 
reporting that they were in a physical fight on 
school property at least once during the past 12 
months: 

(1993) (1997) Change* 

Nevada 20% 15% -5 

* Differences between the first two columns may differ 
. slightly from the figures reported in the " change " column 
due to rounding. 



’The term “state" is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the outlying areas. 

o 

See Appendix B of the 1999 Goals Report for definitions, sources, and technical notes. 




33 ^ 




©®AL Th SAFI S(£C=[1©©LS 

The Goals Panel reports progress toward Goal 7, Safe Schools, on a variety of indicators. In this report, it 
reports state practices related to top performance on three related indicators: teacher and student victim- 
ization by threat or injury at school, and physical fights at school. 
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South Dakota is a top-performing State on these 
three Goal 7 indicators. “The main reason we do so 
well in this area is based on who we are,” said Ray 
Christensen, secretary of the South Dakota Depart- 
ment of Education and Cultural Affairs. He noted 
that the state is comprised of small school districts, 
where “communities are very connected to their 
schools.... The culture doesn’t accept bad behavior. 
School are not places where you do violence.” Mary 
Somervold, president of the state Board of Educa- 
tion, concurred with Christensen’s assessment. 
“Our population knows each other well,” she said. 
“There is little anonymity. Connections are made 
between communities and their schools — we 
work hard at that,” she added. 

Somervold praised the efforts of the counseling 
programs in the larger schools. “About 60 percent 
of our students go on to higher education, 20 per- 
cent to vocational education, and 10 percent work- 
ing on some advanced education,” she noted. “Less 
than 10 percent of our students are floundering — 
and that makes a great deal of difference.” 

According to Christensen, state policies that direct 
local school initiatives are in short supply in South 
Dakota. Instead, local schools remain steadfast in 
the driver’s seat of education decision-making. 
Christensen noted district efforts to curtail bullying 
in the schools. Specifically, he pointed to Sioux 
Falls’ comprehensive school safety standards. 

Vermont . 

Vermont is a top-performing state on two Goal 7 
indicators: student victimization and physical 
fights. Bill Reedy, legal counsel for the State Depart- 

ERIC 



ment of Education, attributes Vermont’s success to 
its small schools in communities where people 
know each other. He also lauds the State’s “Building 
Effective Supports for Teaching,” or BEST, program 
for safe schools. Now in its fifth year, BEST began in 
response to complaints by principals that between 
5 percent and 8 percent of the student population 
was so disruptive that they “interrupted the flow of 
instruction,” explains Richard Boltax, coordinator 
of BEST. BEST is designed to help schools devel- 
op effective strategies and interventions to antici- 
pate, prevent, and respond to the challenging 
behaviors of students, benefiting the entire school 
community. 

Strategies of BEST include building regional and 
local school capacity and implementing effective 
prevention and early intervention practices. Train- 
ing grants are offered to school districts to help 
teachers and administrators. Conferences, work- 
shops, and an annual Summer Institute also are 
offered by BEST. 

BEST’S goal is to “reach every school in Vermont 
and provide them with the framework and plan- 
ning process they need to devise a schoolwide dis- 
cipline system,” said Boltax. 
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Nevada is the only State that has significantly 
reduced the percentage of students who engage in 
physical fights at school. Mike Fitzgerald, coordina- 
tor of the state’s Safe and Drug-Free Schools and 
Communities program, attributes the State’s suc- 
cess to a variety of programs. A 1998 survey of 
school districts in Nevada conducted by the State 
Department of Education gathered information 
about the district’s substance abuse and violence 
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prevention programs. Findings from the survey 
show that Nevada schools use a wide variety of 
commercial, locally developed, and general pro- 
gram models in substance abuse and violence pre- 
vention. They are designed to reach the entire 
population of students in a school, rather than 
being targeted to at-risk students, or students 
already engaged in risky behavior. 

Safe Harbors, a symposium on Safe, Disciplined, 
and Drug- Free Schools, was held in Las Vegas to 



bring together educators, parents, lawmakers, poli- 
cymakers, community leaders, and others. It was 
designed to “provide a common ground for discus- 
sion and direction on school-based violence and 
drug-abuse prevention programs in Nevada’s 
schools,” said Mary Peterson, Nevada’s Superinten- 
dent of Public Instruction. The symposia are con- 
sidered a “valuable step” in identifying problems 
and promising strategies for prevention. 



Lessors Learned 

□ Victimization and fights are less common in states with a strong sense of community and ties among 
people who know each other and share common expectations of behavior. 

□ Successful states encourage school policies that deal with disruptive behavior when it occurs and plan 
prevention efforts to serve all students. 

□ Deliberate efforts to convene community members may be useful in raising public consciousness and 
developing programs to prevent both drug use and violence. 
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1 Visit the Goals Panel website at www.negp.gov/issues/issu/monthly/mar17-99.htm. 



South Dakota 

Ray Christensen, Secretary, Department of Education 
and Cultural Affairs, 700 Governor's Drive, Pierre, SD 
57501, (605) 773-5669, www.state.sd.us/deca 

Mary Sommervold, President, South Dakota Board of 
Education, 1101 East Tomer Road, Sioux Falls, SD 
57105, (605)332-6464 

Vermont 



Richard Boltax, Coordinator, BEST, Vermont Department 
of Education, 120 State Street, Montpelier, VT 05620- 
2501, (802) 828-5125, www.state.vt.us 

Nevada 

Michael Fitzgerald, Coordinator, Safe and Drug-Free 
Schools and Communities, Nevada Department of Edu- 
cation, 700 E. Fifth Street, Carson City, NV 89701-5096, 
(775) 687-9173, mfitz@nsn.k12.nv.us 



William Reedy, Legal Counsel, Vermont Department of 
Education, 120 State Street, Montpelier, VT 05620-2501, 
(802) 828-5103, www.state.vt.us, Breedy@doe.state.vt.us 
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By the year 2000, every school will promote partnerships 
that will increase involvement and participation in 
promoting the social, emotional, and academic growth of children. 
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□ Every State will develop policies to assist local schools and local educational agencies to establish pro- 
grams for increasing partnerships that respond to the varying needs of parents and the home, includ- 
ing parents of children who are disadvantaged or bilingual, or parents of children with disabilities. 

□ Every school will actively engage parents and families in a partnership that supports the academic work 
of children at home and shared educational decision-making at school. 

□ Parents and families will help to ensure that schools are adequately supported and will hold schools 
and teachers to high standards of accountability. 




□ Parental Involvement in Schools: Which States increased parental involvement in the 
schools as measured by a reduction in the percentage of public school teachers and 
principals reporting that lack of parental involvement in their school was a serious 
problem? (Data are from 1991 and 1994.) 



Parents are a child’s first teachers, 
and parent involvement can make 
an enormous difference in a child’s 
education. One Goals Panel indica- 
tor of progress toward Goal 8, 
Parental Participation, is the extent 
to which public school teachers and 
principals report that a lack of 
parental involvement is a problem 
for their schools. Between 1991 and 
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| 1994, teachers and principals in 
most States (45 and 46, respective- 
ly) reported no significant change 
in parental participation. But the 
States of North Dakota and Ver- 
mont were among the highest per- 
formers in the eyes of both 
principals and teachers, and 
Wyoming was high in the view of 
teachers. 



L 






Parental Involvement in Schools — Teachers’ Perspective 



Have states 1 reduced the percentages of public school teachers reporting that lack of parental involvement in their schools 

is a serious problem? a _ „ 

K t Better 0 states 

No Change 45 states 

^ Worse 6 states 
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States with the lowest percentages of 
public school teachers reporting that 
lack of parental involvement in their 
schools is a sehous problem: 



(1994) 

North Dakota 13% 

Minnesota 14% 

Nebraska 15% 

Maine 17% 

Vermont 1 7% 

Wyoming 17% 



Indicators are not the same at the 
national and state levels. 

* Top 6 states (out of 51). 
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States that made the greatest reductions in the percentages of 
public school teachers reporting that lack of parental involvement 
in their schools is a sehous problem: 

No state made a significant improvement between 1991 and 1994. 



Parental Involvement in Schools — Principals’ Perspective 



Have states 1 reduced the percentages of public school principals reporting that lack of parental involvement in their 

schools is a serious problem? a _ _ 

K t Better 3 

No Change 46 



states 

states 



Worse 



2 states 
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States with the lowest percentages of 
public school principals reporting that 
lack of parental involvement in their 
schools is a serious problem: 

(1994) 



North Dakota 3% 

Maine 5% 

Massachusetts 5% 

Minnesota 6% 

Nebraska 6% 

Vermont 6% 



Indicators are not the same at the 
national and state levels. 

* Top 6 states (out of 51). 
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States that made the greatest reductions in the percentages of 
public school principals reporting that lack of parental 
involvement in their schools is a serious problem: 





( 1991 ) 


(1994) 


Change ’ 


Indiana 


19% 


9% 


-10 


California 


20% 


11% 


-8 


Colorado 


17% 


8% 


-8 



* Differences between the first two columns may differ slightly from the 
figures reported in the “ change " column due to rounding. 



f The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states , the District of 
Columbia, and the outlying areas. 




See Appendix B of the 1999 Goals Report for definitions, sources, and technical notes. 

— 33 
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North Dakota, Vermont, and Wyoming are among the top six States (out of 51) where teachers and prin- 
cipals are least likely to report that lack of parental participation in their schools is a serious problem. (For 
information on the three States — California, Colorado and Indiana — where principals reported 
improved parent participation, see Promising Practices 1998. ) Officials in North Dakota, Vermont, and 
Wyoming report that their high levels of parent participation have more to do with the “culture of small 
communities” than with any state policy to encourage parent involvement. Yet state officials also high- 
lighted parent involvement in their school accreditation process or in frameworks for student achievement. 



fi¥l©r£lh) Oatoto 

Both teachers and principals see North Dakota as a 
top-performing State in parent participation. Only 
3 percent of public school principals and 13 percent 
of teachers reported that a lack of parental involve- 
ment is a serious problem at their schools. 

A “strong family ethic and strong work ethic” pre- 
vails in North Dakota, which kindles parent 
involvement in schools, observes Linda Johnson, 
director of school health programs at the North 
Dakota Department of Public Instruction. The 
community values education, she added, and 
teachers are shown respect. “Teachers are not afraid 
to call a parent to come in for a visit,” said Johnson. 

North Dakota has launched initiatives to enhance 
opportunities for parent participation. Prior to 
1994, the State began a strong, three-year program 
monitoring Title 1, including parent involvement 
provisions of the program. The State also provided 
schools with technical assistance when needed. 

In 1993, North Dakota launched a Middle School 
Program Standards initiative that includes a parent 
involvement component. Johnson reports that the 
Goals 2000 program asks school districts or con- 
sortiums of districts, “How are you going to involve 
your parents?” Districts and schools wrote parent 
participation goals in their Goals 2000 plans. 



VeirmooDlS: 

Vermont’s strong showing has more to do with the 
“culture of small communities” than any policy or 
program, reported Susan Biggam, an education 
consultant for the Vermont Department of Educa- 
tion. Historically, the state has held parent involve- 
ment in high regard by including it in its education 
frameworks and initiatives, she added. “Even in 
1994, when the State was at work on the Vermont 
Common Core of Learning (standards), parental 
participation in schools was an important part of 
the process,” she said. According to Bingham, par- 
ents were among the more than 4,000 people who 
took part in focus groups on what was important 
for students to know and to be able to do, and the 
conditions under which such learning could hap- 
pen best. 

Biggam also noted a strong emphasis on collabora- 
tion between school and home through the State’s 
special education office. More recently, parent 
involvement was emphasized strongly in a 
statewide initiative for early reading success. 

Wyoming 

Like North Dakota and Vermont, Wyoming is a 
State of small, tight-knit communities that foster 
active parental roles in children’s education, 
observes Kathy Scheurman, supervisor for school 
improvement at the Wyoming Department of Edu- 
cation. “Schools are the center of our towns,” said 
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Scheurman. Parent participation is expected — 
from both the schools and the parents, she added. 

However, the State works hard to ensure parental 
involvement through its school accreditation 
process. Wyoming State Board of Education regu- 
lations require community involvement in “setting 
and helping the school staff implement district 
performance outcomes ” Staff conducting on-site 
accreditation visits use a “Parent and Community 
Involvement” checklist to help them assess the 
schools level of parental involvement. Highlights 
from the checklist include: (1) plans are made to 
involve all parents; (2) parents and community 
representatives are involved in planning curricu- 
lum revisions, school improvement plans, and 
other activities; (3) parent and community input 



was solicited and considered when setting goals 
and making school improvement plans; (4) par- 
ents and community are included in local needs 
assessments; and (5) parents and community rep- 
resentatives participate in such curriculum imple- 
mentation activities as tutoring, volunteering in 
the classroom, and helping with special events that 
teach the standards. 

Local districts involve parents and the community 
in the activities and direction of the school district. 
For example, parents serve on the Big Horn (WY) 
District Advisory Committee that meets two to 
three times per year to review grants and contracts 
and to discuss and make recommendations regard- 
ing curriculum content, policies, and issues. 



Lessors Learned! 

□ Even in States with strong community expectations for parent participation in education, state officials 
encourage parent involvement through accreditation processes and deliberate outreach activities. 

□ Preventing school violence and establishing academic standards are two topics that parents care about 
and which have motivated parent participation in school-sponsored activities in high-performing 
States. 

□ Requirements for parent participation in Title 1 and encouragement of it in Goals 2000 have provided 
a context for some State efforts to encourage and increase parental involvement. 
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Visit the Goals Panel website at www.negp.gov/issues/issu/monthly/jul16-99.htm. 



North Dakota 

Linda Johnson, Director of School Health Programs, 
Department of Public instruction, 600 East Boulevard, 
Bismark, ND 58505, (701) 328-4138 

Vermont 

Susan Biggam, Education Consultant, Vermont 
Department of Education, 120 State Street, 
Montpelier, VT 05620, (802) 828-5412 



Wyoming 

Kathy Scheurman, Supervisor, School Improvement, 
Wyoming Department of Education, Hathaway Building, 
Second Floor, 2300 Capitol Avenue, Cheyenne, WY 
82002-0050, (307) 777-7843, www.k12.wy.us 





41 




©AL 





High and Improving Reading Performance in Connecticut 



Progress toward the National Education Goals does not happen one goal at a time, indicator by indicator. 
A State usually works on a combination of activities to improve its entire education system, and it may 
address the central issue of student achievement through a set of interrelated activities. The Panel, there- 
fore, identifies the States that perform at high levels and make the most improvement on indicators relat- 
ing to all of the National Education Goals. 



Fc-ogjiress Across 4(h)©’ Goals: C-Ongplh) (PeirffoinnraaiirDc© odd 
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The 1999 Goals Report shows that Connecticut was 


among the highest performing States on the 


following 20 measures of progress toward the Goals: 


Children's Health Index 


Teacher Preparation — Academic Degrees 


Immunizations 


Teacher Preparation — Teaching Certificates 


Early Prenatal Care 


Teacher Professional Development 


High School Completion Rates 


International Science Achievement 


Reading Achievement {4th grade) 


Mathematics and Science Degrees — Minority 


Reading Achievement {8th grade) 


Students 


Writing Achievement {8th grade) 


Student Victimization 


Mathematics Achievement {4th grade) 


Physical Fights 


Mathematics Achievement {8th grade) 


Carrying a Weapon 


Science Achievement (8th grade) 


Student Safety 


Advanced Placement Performance 



In 1999, Connecticut was among the highest per- 
forming States on .20 of the Goals Panel indicators 
(see above), second only to Maine, which was a top 
performer on 21 indicators. At the same time, Con- 
necticut improved its performance significantly on 
13 indicators (see next page), and was the State that 
ranked most often (on eight measures) among the 
most improved. 



forming state on fourth-grade reading, and, with 
Maine, eighth grade reading, and the State that 
made the most improvement. NAEP also showed 
that, from 1992 to 1998, black, white, and Hispanic 
students in Connecticut all made improvements, 
and in 1998 all performed at higher levels than 
their fourth grade counterparts elsewhere in the 
United States. (See chart on page 43.) 



In March 1999, the National Assessment of Educa- 
tional Progress (NAEP) released new data on read- 
ing performance among the States. These data 
chewed that Connecticut was both the highest per- 



ERIP 



Analysis of Connecticut’s own reading test results, 
the Connecticut Mastery Test (CMT), shows that 
average performance improved across the State, 
among students in rich districts and poor. The state 
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Progress Across 41 he OoaiOs: Ompirovemeinilt Odd CooDOD©c4ii©iyi4 

The 1999 Goals Report shows that Connecticut made statistically significant improvement on the 
following 13 measures of progress toward the Goals: 



Children's Health Index 

Early Prenatal Care 

Preschool Programs for Children with 

Disabilities 

High School Dropout Rates* 

Reading Achievement (4th grade}* 
Mathematics Achievement (4th grade}* 
Mathematics Achievement (8th grade}* 



Advanced Placement Performance* 
Teacher Support 

Mathematics and Science Degrees — 
All Students* 

Mathematics and Science Degrees — 
Minority Students* 

Mathematics and Science Degrees — 
Female Students* 

Participation in Higher Education 



* On these eight indicators, Connecticut ranked among the "most improved states. 



clusters its 161 local districts into nine groups 
called Educational Reference Groups (ERGs), 
which varied in 1996 from a median family income 
of more than $98,000 in the ERG with the 12 
wealthiest districts to a median family income of 
less than $25,000 in the ERG with the seven biggest 
but least wealthy districts. Nonetheless, the average 
reading scores improved on the state test in both 
clusters of districts, and for every cluster in 
between. How did Connecticut do it? 



To find out, the Goals Panel commissioned a spe- 
cial study of Connecticut that is described fully in 
Exploring High and Improving Reading Achievement 
in Connecticuty by Joan Boykoff Baron. She inter- 
viewed educators in the 10 medium and large dis- 
tricts with the greatest improvement on the 
Connecticut state reading test. She asked them 
what state policies had helped improve their stu- 
dents’ reading performance. They pointed to three 
overriding state policies. 



Trends in National and Connecticut Percentages of Students in 
Grade 4 at or Above the Proficient Level on NAEP Reading, 1992-1998 




NOTE: Years in 

o 




parentheses ( ) indicates there were no data collected for that year. 
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□ STATE P@LOCOES AMD 
[p^ACTOCES 

Detailed State Test Results 

Connecticut assesses student reading at grades 4, 6, 
and 8, publicly reports the results (which are 
reported as front-page news in local newspapers), 
and provides local districts with both summary 
reports and CD-ROMS containing detailed student 
information that can be disaggregated by school 
and teacher. The State paid to create and provide a 
parallel form of the tests that local districts can use 
in grades 3, 5, and 7 at minimal extra cost. Districts 
enjoying the most improvement have undertaken 
extra analyses of these data and used the test frame- 
works to realign their curricula and instruction. 

Extra Resources for Needy 
Districts 

The State identifies its neediest school districts, 
those with both low wealth and low performance, 
as Priority School Districts. It provides them 
with additional resources through a series of cate- 
gorical grants. It also targets them for extra techni- 
cal assistance. 

Support for Quality Teaching 

The State actively supports quality teaching in its 
salary schedule (the highest in the country), its 
mentor induction program for beginning teachers, 
and its systematic support for professional devel- 
opment of teachers and principals to learn how 
to improve the reading performance of their 
students. 

State policy is intended to improve achievement 
results by creating the incentives and context to 
change local practices. This study is one of the first 
to examine the local dimension of statewide 
achievement improvement. It documents the fol- 
lowing policies, practices, and classroom approach- 
es in use in districts with the greatest improvement. 

ERJCr 



□ L©OAL POLDO'ES AMD 
[PRADTDOES 

Ownership and Accountability 
Mechanisms Within the Schools 

Districts that improved their students’ reading 
skills focused their attention on doing so. In some, 
the school boards, superintendents, or principals 
set local goals for improvement, and linked these to 
broader school improvement plans. Others made 
public awards for improvement. Some linked 
teacher evaluation to student achievement. 

Providing Professional 
Development in Teaching Reading 

The districts studied invest heavily in professional 
development so that both principals and teachers 
have opportunities to learn the skills required to 
improve students’ reading. Training sessions 
include demonstration lessons by in-house school 
staff or external consultants who provide subse- 
quent school-site coaching. Parents are encouraged 
to follow up at home. Sometimes, teams of teach- 
ers, reading specialists, and school nurses or psy- 
chologists discuss classroom cases. 

Continuous Monitoring of 
Achievement and Increasing 
Time for Instruction 

Seven of the 10 most-improved districts monitor 
student reading annually by using the tests for 
grade 3, 5, and 7 made available by the State. 
(Teachers also embed assessment tasks in their 
classroom instruction to track how individual stu- 
dents are progressing.) Time for reading instruc- 
tion has been increased in these districts by 
allocating more time for reading within the normal 
day, by holding after-school tutorials, and by 
encouraging summer reading by formally soliciting 
feedback or sponsoring summer school. 
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□ CLASSROOM APPROACHES 

Early Emphasis of 
Phonemic Awareness 

While teachers in improving districts were eclectic 
and pragmatic in their approach to teaching reading, 
they consciously developed young students’ phone- 
mic awareness — the ability to identify and use the 
sequence of sounds in a spoken word. As early as 
kindergarten, direct instruction in phonemic aware- 
ness and related phonological skills was undertaken, 
and emphasized in greater detail for those students 
having difficulty with decoding skills. 

Multiple Materials Balance Word 
Analysis Skills and Comprehension 

Teachers in improving districts spent time teaching 
word analysis skills and comprehension and saw 
these aspects of their reading instruction as mutu- 
ally reinforcing. They used a variety of materials 



for students’ pleasure and practice — from authen- 
tic children’s literature to books patterned to 
demonstrate regular sound and letter patterns, 
books emphasizing words and sounds already 
familiar to the students, and books at the level a 
given child has the skill to read independently. As 
early as kindergarten, children are encouraged to 
write about the stories they read and hear. These 
districts often included regular and explicit 
instruction in spelling to reinforce students’ read- 
ing and writing skills. 

Early Identification and 
Intervention for Delayed Reading 

Teachers embedded ongoing assessments of all 
their students’ reading skills in their instruction so 
they could identify those students whose reading 
development was delayed. By the end of first grade, 
they provided intensive and varied interventions to 
those with delayed reading skills. 



Trends in Connecticut Mastery Test Index Scores in Reading in 
Grades 4, 6 and 8 by Racial/Ethnic Group, 1993-1998 



100 




1993 1996 1998 1993 1996 1998 1993 1996 1998 

Black Hispanic White 

Racial/Ethnic Group by Year 
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Visit the Goals Panel website at www.negp.gov/issues/publication/othpress/body.pdf. Contact the author of the case 
study at joanbaron@aol.com. 
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The following resource section provides information about recent reports and organizations 
that may be of help to state policymakers. While it is not a comprehensive bibliography, 
it indicates how interested officials can secure publications and contact organizations 
relevant to their State education efforts. 
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Caring for Our Future: The Content of Prenatal 
Care. Public Health Service Expert Panel on the 
Content of Prenatal Care. (1989). Washington, 
D.C.: U.S. Public Health Service. 

Early Childhood Care and Education: An Investment 
That Works. (January 1997). National Conference 
of State Legislatures, 1560 Broadway, Suite 700, 
Denver, Colorado 80202. (303) 830-2054. 

National Education Goals Report , 1999. National 
Education Goals Panel, 1255 22nd Street NW, Suite 
502, Washington, D.C. 20037. (202) 724-0015. 

www.negp.gov 

Special Early Childhood Report 1997. National Edu- 
cation Goals Panel, 1255 22nd Street NW, Suite 
502, Washington, D.C. 20037. (202) 724-0015. 

www.negp.gov 
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Educational Attainment in the United States: March 
1997. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the 
Census. 4401 Suitland Road, Room 2705, FOB 3, 
Suitland, Maryland 20746. (301) 457-3030. 

www.census.gov/population/www/socdemo/educ- 
attn.html 

Goal 2: High School Completion: Trends , Accom- 
plishments and Prospects. (February 1999). Rafael 
Valdivieso. Paper commissioned by the National 
Education Goals Panel, 1255 22nd Street NW, Suite 
502, Washington, D.C. 20037. (202) 724-0015. 

www.negp.gov 



How to Establish an Alternative School. (1995). John 
Kellmayer. Corwin Press, Inc., 2455 Teller Road, 
Thousand Oaks, California 91320-2218. (805) 499- 
9774. 

No More Excuses: The Final Report of the Hispanic 
Dropout Project. U.S. Department of Education, 
Hispanic Dropout Project, Office of Bilingual 
Education and Minority Language Affairs, 330 C 
Street SW, Room 5082, Washington, D.C. 20202. 
(202) 205-8737. www.ed.gov/offices.obemla 

National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988 and 
First Follow-up Study/ 1990. U.S. Department of 
Education, National Center for Education Statistics. 

Who Took the GED ?: GED 1996 Statistical Report. 
GED Testing Service at the American Council on 
Education, One Dupont Circle NW, Washington, 
D.C. 20036-1163. (202) 939-9490. www.acenet.edu 

For Further Information 

GED Testing Service at the American Council on 
Education, One Dupont Circle NW, Washington, 
D.C. 20036-1163. (202) 939-9490. www.acenet.edu 

National Dropout Prevention Center, 205 Martin 
Street, Clemson University, Clemson, South Caroli- 
na. (864) 656-2599. www.dropoutprevention.org 

National Education Goals Panel, 1255 22nd Street 
NW, Suite 502, Washington, D.C. 20037. (202) 724- 
0015. www.negp.gov 
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Every Child Reading: An Action Plan. (1998) Learn- 
ing First Alliance, Washington, D.C. 

Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children. 
(1998). Susan Burns and Catherine Snow. National 
Academy of Science Press. Washington, D.C. 

Starting Out Right: A Guide to Promoting Childrens 
Reading Success. (1998). Susan Burns and Catherine 
Snow. National Academy of Science Press. Wash- 
ington, D.C. 

For Further Information 

American Federation of Teachers. High Standards , 
American Style. American Educator. 555 New Jersey 
Avenue NW, Washington, D.C. 20001. (202) 879- 
4400. www.aft.org. 

America Reads. U.S. Department of Education, 
600 Independence Avenue SW, Washington, D.C. 
20202. (800) USA-LEARN. www.ed.gov/inits/ 

americareads 

/ 

Center for the Improvement of Early Reading 
Achievement (CIERA), University of Michigan, 
School of Education, 610 University Avenue, Room 
1600, Ann Arbor, Michigan 48109-1259. (734) 647- 
6940. www.ciera.org 

International Reading Association, 800 Barksdale 
Road, P.O. Box 8139, Newark, Delaware 19714- 
8139. (302) 731-1600.www.reading.org 

Read Across America. National Education Associa- 
tion, 1201 16th Street NW, Washington, D.C. 
20036. (202) 822-SEUSS. www.nea.org/readacross 
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Linking Teacher Support to Enhanced Classroom 
Instruction. (1995). C.A. Brown, M.S. Smith, and 
M.K. Stein. Paper presented at the annual meeting 
of the American Educational Research Association. 
New York City, New York. 

Kentucky's Teachers: Charting a Course for KERA's 
Second Decade. (1999). Stephen Clements. The 
Kentucky Long-Term Policy Research Center. 
Frankfort, Kentucky. 

Instructional Policy and Classroom Performance: 
The Mathematics Reform in California. (1998). 
David Cohen and Heather Hill. Consortium for 
Policy Research in Education, University of Penn- 
sylvania, Graduate School of Education. 

Teacher Quality and Student Achievement: A Review 
of State Policy Evidence. (1999). Linda Darling- 
Hammond. National Commission on Teaching and 
America’s Future. New York, New York. 

Teacher Quality: A Report on the Preparation and 
Qualifications of Public School Teachers. (1999). 
National Center for Education Statistics. U.S. 
Department of Education, Washington, D.C. 

What Matters Most: Teaching for America's Future 
(1996). National Commission on Teaching and 
Americas Future. New York, New York. 

Doing What Matters Most: Investing in Quality 
Teaching (1997). National Commission on Teach- 
ing and Americas Future. New York, New York. 

Professional Development Schools. (Fall 1998); 
Teaching and Change Journal. Volume 6, number 1 . 
Corwin Press/NEA. Thousand Oaks, California. 
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What We Know About Professional Development 
in Kentucky: Glimpses of the Ongoing Metamorpho- 
sis, Plans for the Future. (1998). Policy Analysis Cen- 
ter for Kentucky Education, The University of 
Kentucky. 

Teacher Reports of Opportunity To Learn: Analyses of 
the 1993 California Learning Assessment System. 
(1995). D. Wiley and B. Yoon. Educational Evalua- 
tion and Policy Analysis. 17 (3): 355-370. 

For Further Information 

The Kentucky Long-Term Policy Research Center, 
1024 Capital Center Drive, Suite 310, Frankfort, 
Kentucky 40601. www.lrc.state.ky.us/ltprc 

National Center for Education Statistics. U.S. 
Department of Education, Office of Educational 
Research and Improvement, 555 New Jersey Avenue 
NW, Washington, D.C. 20001. (202) 219-1442. 
http://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch/index.html. 

National Commission on Teaching and America’s 
Future, Box 117, Teacher’s College, Columbia Uni- 
versity, 525 West 120th Street, New York, New York 
10027. (212) 678-4039 (FAX), www.tc.columbia. 
edu/-teachcomm. 

National Education Goals Panel. 1255 22nd Street, 
NW, Suite 502, Washington, D.C. 20037. (202) 724- 
0015. www.negp.gov 

The Pritchard Committee, P.O. Box 1658, Lexing- 
ton, Kentucky 40592-1658. (606) 233-9849. 
www.pfks.com. (under construction) 
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A Splintered Vision: An Investigation of U.S. Science 
and Mathematics Education. (1996). U.S. Depart- 
ment of Education, National Center for Education 
Statistics. Washington, D.C. (202) 219-1333. 
http://nces.ed.gov/timss 



Dialogue on Early Childhood Science , Mathematics , 
and Technology Education. (1998). American Asso- 
ciation for the Advancement of Science. Project 
2061. Washington, D.C. 

Every Child Mathematically Proficient: An Action Plan 
of the Learning First Alliance. (1998). Learning First 
Alliance. Washington, D.C. www.learningfirst.org 

Improving Mathematics Education Using Results 
from NAEP and TIMSS. (1999). Rolf Blank, and 
Linda Dager Wilson. Council of Chief State School 
Officers. Washington, D.C. (202) 336-7016. www. 
ccsso.org 

Mathematics and Science Achievement State by State , 
1998. (1998). National Education Goals Panel. 
Washington, D.C. (202) 724-0015.www.negp.gov 

The National Education Goals Report: Building a 
Nation of Learners. (1998). National Education 
Goals Panel. Washington, D.C. (202) 724-0015. 
www.negp.gov 

Pursuing Excellence: A Study of U.S. Twelfth-Grade 
Mathematics and Science Achievement in Internation- 
al Context. (1998). U.S. Department of Education, 
National Center for Education Statistics, Washing- 
ton, D.C. (202) 219-1333. http://nces.ed.gov/timss 

For Further Information 

Achieve. 444 North Capitol Street NW, Suite 422, 
Washington, D.C. 20001. (202) 624-1460. www. 
achieve.org 

Council of Chief State School Officers, One Massa- 
chusetts Avenue NW, Suite 700, Washington, D.C. 
20001-1431. (202) 336-7016. www.ccsso.org 

National Council of Teachers of Mathematics, 1906 
Association Drive, Reston, Virginia 20191-1593. 
(703) 620-9840. www.nctm.org 

National Education Goals Panel, 1255 22nd Street 
NW, Suite 502, Washington, D.C. 20037. (202) 724- 
0015. www.negp.gov 
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Adult Literacy in America: A First Look at the Results 
of the National Adult Literacy Survey. (1993). U.S. 
Department of Education, National Center for 
Education Statistics. Washington, D.C. 
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